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Abstract 
Advocates of socially just pedagogy argue that the relationship between our classrooms and the communities we serve is crucial 
to quality education, and that we have a responsibility to develop socially responsive and responsible pedagogy that reflects the 
interests of all members of our communities (e.g. Deleuze & Guattari, 1987; Giroux, 2003). An important part of this task is to 
include historically underrepresented groups and to construct counterdiscourses aimed at resisting marginalizing forces in 
dominant mainstream discourses (e.g. Anzaldua, 1987; Shin, 2006). This paper describes two courses designed to integrate 
“other” voices and perspectives in the classroom and to incorporate “other” knowledge in the existing curriculum. The paper 
outlines the framework for community-oriented teaching on which the courses were based, and presents strategies for including, 
and thus legitimizing, a greater variety of identities, perspectives, and knowledge in the classroom and the curriculum. The paper 
also discusses reactions to the courses from students, teachers, and members of the community, and considers implications for 
education research and teacher training. 
© 2014 The Authors. Published by Elsevier Ltd. 
Peer-review under responsibility of the Sakarya University. 
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1. Introduction 
     Pedagogy can be understood as a discursive process by which the world is put into words; in this process, social 
realities, messages, and voices are privileged or marginalized, amplified or silenced, included or omitted. As critical 
pedagogues have shown us, there is no neutral pedagogy—as teachers, we are involved in a political act (whether 
we are aware of it or not) that has consequences far beyond the classroom. By choosing what to teach and not to 
teach, we contribute to the community perception of what knowledge is of most worth and whose knowledge is 
most important. That means that we have a responsibility to consider how the representation of knowledge in our  
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classroom affects the social stratification of our community, and to examine the relationship between knowledge, 
power, and education. 
      In this paper, I discuss ways to increase critical awareness of the process of representation in classroom 
discourse and present strategies for including, and thus legitimizing, a greater variety of identities, perspectives, and 
knowledge in the classroom and the curriculum. Following a brief outline of the theoretical foundation of socially 
just pedagogy and counterdiscourses, I describe two courses designed to integrate “other” voices and perspectives in 
the classroom and to incorporate “other” knowledge in the existing curriculum, and I summarize student and teacher 
reactions to the courses.   
 
2. Socially just pedagogy 
The basic premise of socially just pedagogy is that education is a process of social construction by which 
communities are structured and social identities formed. Advocates of critical pedagogy argue that the relationship 
between our classrooms and the communities we serve is crucial to quality education, and that we have a 
responsibility to develop socially responsive and responsible pedagogy that reflects the interests of all members of 
our communities (e.g. Deleuze & Guattari, 1987; Giroux, 2003). According to Freire (2002) and Giroux (2003) such 
pedagogy should recognize socioeconomic contexts and consequences, address and foster community resilience and 
social equality, and be transformative.  
An important part of developing socially just pedagogy is to include historically underrepresented groups and to 
construct counterdiscourses aimed at resisting marginalizing forces in dominant mainstream discourses (e.g. 
Anzaldua, 1987; Shin, 2006). Critical pedagogy “aims to understand, reveal, and disrupt the mechanisms of 
oppression imposed by the established order, suturing the processes and aims of education to emancipatory goals” 
(Grande, 2007, p. 317). Socially just pedagogy is inclusive and reflects the interests of all members of the 
community; ultimately, socially just pedagogy aims to promote community values and practices in order to 
empower the community and its members and reduce inequality. 
 
3. Discourses and counterdiscourses 
Pedagogy is discourse that constructs and valorizes the objects of its study and the concomitant social reality—
teachers tell the world in words that reflect their values and beliefs. Discourse is the “fundamental medium for 
action [and] the medium through which versions of the world are constructed and made urgent or reworked as trivial 
and irrelevant” (Potter & Hepburn, 2008, p. 29). Since there are multiple and at times contending discourses, not all 
social realities get told in the same way, and some rarely get told at all. Dominant discourses (re)construct social 
structures and perpetuate a status quo that serves the interests of those discourse communities, often at the expense 
of less powerful members or discourse communities (e.g. Illich, 1971; Giroux, 2003).  
The relationship between classroom discourse and the community creates a critical imperative to tell, and to tell 
differently. Advocates of critical pedagogy (e.g. Anzaldua, 1989; Illich, 1971; Shin, 2006) argue the need to 
construct counterdiscourses, i.e., other ways of telling that resist marginalization and oppression, and that integrate a 
broader range of perspectives and identities. Unlike dominant discourses, which tend to promote the interests of a 
single, often elite, minority, counterdiscourses are designed to perform discursive work that benefits all members of 
the community. Practically, this involves including historically underrepresented members of the community, 
constructing and valorizing community knowledges, and empowering members of the community through 
collaboration and discourse. 
4. Counterdiscourses in the classroom (1): Including “othered” language 
The first course discussed in this paper was an undergraduate Linguistics course for students in a language 
education department. Traditionally, such courses focus on high-status discourse communities and the language use 
of the elites. External norms are adopted to construct language and language use; these norms are then used to 
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examine and discuss language and language use in the community as well as in the classroom. The content, as well 
as the analytical and observational models, are derived from traditional academic and professional canons developed 
in high-status contexts. 
In the course discussed here, the mainstream curriculum was expanded to include the language use of “other” 
discourse communities. This was done through readings and discussions that introduced the discourse communities 
and, to the extent possible, the language use of the members of the communities. The readings and discussions 
revealed not only what aspects of the discourse communities were made available through the mainstream 
discourses, but also what aspects or features were omitted or silenced. Most notably, the students quickly identified a 
near-total absence of positive information about the language use of less powerful communities (e.g. whereas it was 
easy to find information about the language use of privileged discourse communities, such as airline pilots, it was 
very difficult to find information about the language use of marginalized discourse communities, such as migrant 
workers). 
Another strategy used in the course was to use “other” community resources to generate knowledge and develop 
analytical frameworks (this was done in part to examine how/if more inclusive discourses could be constructed as 
alternatives to the mainstream discourses). In order to identify and explore community language use, students 
conducted a “linguistic landscape” study of their community in collaboration with students from another country. 
The joint study documented a much broader range of language use than that allowed by the mainstream discourses, 
and the contrastive analysis of the two communities enabled the students to recognize transnational, functional 
language use that went beyond the traditional language models the students usually encounter in language and 
linguistics classrooms. In addition, students were asked to conduct informal interviews with their grandparents to 
document alternative perspectives on language and language use on the community. The informal interviews were 
then integrated with the students’ analysis and discussion of language and language use in the course. 
After completing the course, the students expressed greater interest in the language use of different groups in their 
local communities. They realized that the language use of their community—including their own language use—
could serve not only as a resource for learning about language and language use, but also as a necessary and useful 
component of their professional expertise and practice. The students recognized, however, that such language use 
was constructed as “other” language use and marginalized or even punished in many mainstream discourses and 
testing and evaluation, and would thus need to be reconstructed and introduced as valid, legitimate language use. 
The students also expressed a greater sense of pride in their own language use and the language use of the 
community, and commented that they appreciated the opportunity to treat the language use of their community as a 
resource rather than as a burden or problem. 
The teachers reported having found more opportunities to discuss different aspects of language and a greater 
range of language functions in the community. Students and teachers both stated that the course increased their 
awareness of linguistic diversity in the community, and that the course revealed gaps in their knowledge and 
understanding of what language was used in the community and how it was used. 
5. Counterdiscourses in the classroom (2): Centering practice 
The second course discussed in this paper was a course for graduate students in a TESOL/ELT program. The 
course was designed to shift the traditional focus on research developed and published in centers of power to 
research and discourses found in centers of practice; in other words, the course attempted to integrate research and 
practice of and by the community (a center of practice) into a curriculum based on research and practice developed 
in contexts privileged by the professional and academic discourse (centers of power). By doing so, the course also 
aimed to address the resulting uneasy relationship with the community, where the concept of service often gets 
reduced to teaching or helping, and where the discourses and practices of the classroom often are detached from 
other discourses in the community.  
In the course, the graduate students participated in online collaboration projects with peers from other countries. 
The purpose of the projects was to reconstruct and revalorize indigenous knowledge and to reposition “other” 
knowledges and practices in relation to the curriculum (Johnson, 2006). The students began by discussing readings 
about the relationship between research in different contexts, and then developed discussion questions based on their 
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own teaching context. Initially, the discussion questions were general, but as the project progressed the discussion 
became focused on issues specific to the respective contexts. Based on the discussion, the students designed small 
research projects aimed at gathering data or information to complement extant research. The discussions and the 
results of the small research projects were used to formulate tentative objectives for practice and further research. 
The students also drafted materials and texts to be used in the different contexts.  
Many of the graduate students who took part in the courses expressed a need for a better understanding of how 
they could contribute to their own community and what role(s) they could assume in addition to the rather limited 
“researcher” or “teacher” roles constructed by the existing curriculum. The teachers also identified a need to 
integrate “other” knowledge in the curriculum, and to complement the curriculum with data and materials developed 
in the process of learning. Both the students and the teachers found that they had limited understanding of how 
classroom practices align with community practices 
6. Conclusion 
The two courses described in this brief article suggest that it is both necessary and possible to introduce “other” 
voices in mainstream classrooms and to integrate “other” knowledge into a mainstream curriculum. By constructing 
and empowering alternative accounts and counterdiscourses in the classroom, students were able to shed light on the 
limitations and marginalizing forces of the mainstream curriculum; rather than causing the students to reject the 
mainstream curriculum, the construction of counterdiscourses led the students to assume greater responsibility for 
the implementation of the curriculum and to develop alternative outcomes consistent with the objectives and 
principles of the curriculum. 
The course discussions and the reactions from the students also suggest that, despite the vast literature on 
education in general and language teaching in particular, there is a significant need for education research that takes 
its cue from the immediate community rather than from already privileged centers of power. The undergraduate 
students’ linguistic landscape study and the graduate students’ research projects produced data and evidence that was 
different from what is found in mainstream research, thus indicating a need for “other” research in the communities. 
Such research needs to be critical, meaning it should serve the community, and position research as community 
resource and the community as resource for research. Finally, the comments from teachers and students suggest a 
need to equip future teachers with administrative and organizational skills that will enable them to act as community 
organizers and leaders. Such empowerment is necessary if teachers are to fulfill their dual roles as educators and 
researchers and develop and deliver socially just pedagogy. 
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